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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. Claims 17-20 are pending, Claims 17, 19 and 
20 having been amended by way of the present amendment. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101; 
and Claims 17-20 were rejected as being anticipated by Tsukakoshi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,496,510, hereinafter Tsukakoshi) . 

In reply, each of Claims 17-20 contains a routing control device that is connected to 
transfer devices. The transfer devices request transmission of the routing control information 
from the routing control device. Furthermore, the system clearly falls into the statutory class 
because it includes "machines". Therefore, the claims, as presented, comply with 35 U.S.C. 
§ 101. 

The outstetnding Office Action at page 6 thereof characterizes the explanation 
provided in the Amendment filed April 3, 2007 in one sentence, namely that "A) Tsukakoshi 
does not teach request for transmission of the routing information". Applicants traverse this 
characterization of the explanation, and hereby incorporates by reference the entirety of the 
remarks in the April 3, 2007 Amendment. 

In particular, Tsukakoshi is based on a system that uses N different routers connected 
to one another (see, e.g., cover figure). The system is based on each router node generating a 
router table that is maintained therein and used for identifying the path over which the data 
should be sent (see, e.g., column 4, lines 51-64). The routers each contain a router table and 
there is no separate routing control device that is not a transfer device, as claimed. Thus, the 
different router nodes in Tsukakoshi are limited to a more narrow perspective, without having 
the more global perspective of the routing control device as presently claimed. As a 
consequence, the routing nodes in Tsukakoshi are not able to identify optimum paths, which 
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would be available by way of the routing control devices, as described in the present 
application. Tsukakoshi > on the other hand, only discloses that a master node updates that 
route information and sends the routed information to a slave node. This is done without 
receiving a request for transmission of the routing information, and it is respectfully 
submitted that Tsukakoshi does not teach or suggest all of the features of Claim 17. 

Moreover, Claim 17 has been amended to expressly require that the routing control 
device not have the transfer control processing functionality such as that performed by the 
transfer devices. This language emphasizes the structural difference between the routing 
control device and the transfer devices themselves. Moreover, the routing control device as 
discussed in the Amendment filed on April 3, 2007 is connected to all the different transfer 
devices which gives the routing control device a "global" perspective rather than the 
"application-oriented" perspective which limits conventional routing-based networks. 
Tsukakoshi expressly excludes such a routing control device because Tsukakoshi is based on 
a system that uses N different routers and each of the routers performs a transfer function for 
handling transfer control processing. 

Moreover, the basis of the rejection in the Office Action is that Tsukakoshi allegedly 
"teaches collecting requested routing information for generating the routing the table [sic], to 
process routing processing" (Office Action, paragraph 5). Thus the Office Action relies on 
the use of a transfer device for not only routing of packets of data from a source to a 
destination and network, but relies exclusively on such transfer devices as being both routing 
control devices and transfer devices. Moreover, Tsukakoshi does not disclose a routing 
control device that does not have the transfer control processing functionality performed by 
the transfer devices. Therefore, amended Claim 17 expressly distinguishes Tsukakoshi . 
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Although of differing statutory class and/or scope, it is respectfully submitted that 
Claims 18-20, as amended, also patentably define over Tsukakoshi for at least the same 
reasons discussed above with regard to Claim 17. 

Consequently, in view of the present amendment and in light of the foregoing 
comments, it is respectfully submitted that the invention defined by Claims 17-20, as 
amended, defines statutory subject matter and patentably distinguishes over the asserted prior 
art. The present application therefore is believed to be in condition for formal allowance and 
an early action to that effect is earnestly solicited. 
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